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Chapter 2
A review scrutinising the consequential validity of  dynamic assessment
This chapter is published as: 
Tiekstra, M., Minnaert, A., & Hessels, M. G. P. (2016). 
A review scrutinising the consequential validity of  dynamic assessment. 




This literature review explored whether dynamic assessment procedures in psycho-
educational practice might bridge the well-known gap between diagnosis and 
intervention. Due to a learning phase included in the testing procedure, qualitative 
information about the child’s learning needs can be revealed by means of  dynamic 
assessment. The question is, however, what the consequential validity, i.e. the extent 
to which assessment influences instructional and learning processes, of  dynamic 
assessment procedures really is. The review of  31 articles that met the inclusion criteria 
showed that proximal consequential validity of  dynamic assessment is warranted, but 
distal consequential validity is warranted to a lesser extent (e.g., some guidelines for 
practice). Furthermore, it can be noticed that motivational aspects never played an 
explicit role during learning phases. In order to design student-tailored interventions 
following dynamic assessment, there is a need for more explicitness of  learning phases 
and types of  feedback in the development of  these instruments.




Nowadays, in cohesion with current inclusive education policies, it is a challenge for 
educational practitioners to include children having severe learning difficulties into 
regular education (UNESCO, 1994). To be able to adopt these children, a proper 
assessment of  the child’s capacities is requested. On top of  this, in case of  special needs 
education, individualized education plans (IEP) are obligatory in order to construct 
adequate interventions. This, in turn, requires an indication of  the child’s ability to 
learn. Not only is the necessity for appropriate assessment procedures underlined here, 
but also the need for appropriate intervention guidelines. Nevertheless, in practice, the 
gap between diagnosing and intervention is far too often neglected or even disregarded 
(Minnaert & Vermunt, 2006; Resing, 2006; Ruijssenaars, 2001; Shapiro, 1987; Shapiro 
& Kratochwill, 2000; Wilson, 1998).  
A way to resolve this issue is to highlight the importance of  consequential validity 
during assessment procedures. Additionally, already in 1989, Messick pointed at the 
lack of  focus on consequences of  test use in validity research of  tests. He stated that 
validity refers to the “degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales 
support the adequacy and appropriateness of  inferences and actions based on test scores” 
(Messick, 1989, p.5). Accordingly, Gielen, Dochy and Dierick (2003) investigated the 
influence of  assessment on learning of  students, which could be defined as one form 
of  consequential validity of  assessment. Besides, consequential validity refers to the 
influence of  assessment on the instructional process (Messick, 1995). Furthermore, a 
division can be made in the extent to which or the moment that consequential validity 
occurs: proximal consequential validity refers to the consequences that influence 
learning and teaching during the testing procedure, while distal consequential validity 
denotes consequences of  testing beyond the testing procedure, i.e., later on in the 
instructional processes in the classroom.  
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In static testing both types of  consequential validity can profoundly be questioned. 
Amongst others, Shapiro and Kratochwill (2000) pointed at the great demands 
from educational practice for cues following the outcomes of  an IQ test. A dynamic 
assessment procedure is a more promising instrument to bridge the gap between 
assessment and instruction. During dynamic assessment a learning phase is included in 
which the examiner has an active role. During testing the examinee is being taught the 
prerequisites of  the test procedure and interaction plays a major role. In general, the aim 
of  dynamic assessment is twofold, namely to be able to make a more accurate evaluation 
of  a child’s capacities and to provide useful information for clinical purposes. One could 
state that during dynamic testing the proximal consequential validity is warranted, since 
an explicit opportunity to learn is provided during testing and the examiner should 
act in such way that an optimization of  the child’s learning is revealed. Moreover, it is 
measured to what extent the examinee profits from explanations and feedback, which 
could give clues for future actions in the classroom. Therefore, dynamic testing could be 
a very promising tool to bridge the gap between diagnosis and intervention. 
Dynamic assessment
The theoretical framework for dynamic assessment procedures is based on the theory 
of  Vygotsky and his conceptualization of  the Zone of  Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 
1978). This Zone of  Proximal Development (ZPD) is the difference between the actual 
independent achievement of  the child and the performance level of  the child when 
tailored help is provided (see also Lidz, 1995). Teaching in the Zone of  Proximal 
Development helps fulfilling the child’s learning potential. Hence, the aim of  the 
learning phase in dynamic assessment procedures is to optimize learning processes 
by means of  teaching learning strategies or provide scaffolding and prompts during 
learning processes.    
Due to teaching and consequently the active role of  the examiner, the testing 
situation is adaptive to the examinee. In other words, during dynamic assessment the 
responsiveness of  the child to adaptive teaching will be evaluated which provides an 
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individualized diagnosis of  the child’s ability to learn and the learning processes that 
have been addressed. This is of  value while diagnosing children, especially for children 
having learning difficulties. Resing (2006) underlined the fact that a dynamic approach 
provides qualitative information and much more resembles classroom learning than 
static procedures. Meijer (2001) demonstrated that dynamic assessment procedures are 
less biased than static measures according to test anxiety and the lack of  self-confidence. 
Several authors showed the added value of  dynamic procedures in the assessment of  
at-risk children (Beckmann, 2006; Carlson & Wiedl, 1992; Hessels, 1993, 2000; Resing, 
1990; Schlatter & Büchel, 2000). 
Different approaches to dynamic assessment exist, e.g., domain-specific versus 
general capacity evaluation or focus on intervention versus focus on evaluation. The 
main distinction in approaches, however, lies in diverging goals and, thus, manifests 
in two different procedures (distinction in role of  examiner). In this, there is the 
clinical approach of  Feuerstein (Feuerstein, Rand & Hoffman, 1979) on the one side. 
Supported by amongst others Tzuriel (Shamir & Tzuriel, 2004), this approach aims 
at the evaluation of  the cognitive modifiability of  the child during mediated learning 
experiences. On the other side, there are standardised approaches: dynamic tests or so-
called learning potential tests, aiming at the evaluation of  learning abilities of  children. 
These tests try to measure to what extent a child is able to apply new information 
that has been taught during the learning phase. In a (pre-test –) training – post-test 
format the learning abilities of  a child are assessed by measuring the extent to which 
the child has profited from the learning phase. In another format, the train-within-test 
format, the examinees are offered graduated prompting or feedback. Both formats are 
standardised and require an active role of  the examiner in teaching strategies required 
for resolving test items. 
Standardisation of  testing procedures makes it possible to replicate testing and diminish 
the influence of  personal characteristics of  the examiner, which is a condition to meet 
scientific criteria for tests (objectivity, reliability, and validity). Moreover, criteria for the 
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identification of  disabilities applied by the World Health Organization or as indicated 
in the Diagnostic Statistic Manual (DSM) are based on assessments showing satisfactory 
psychometric characteristics.
During dynamic assessment examiners play an important role, since it is their duty to 
optimize performances of  the examinee. In dynamic tests this role is more standardised, 
whereas it is not in the clinical approaches. Dynamic testing is regarded as a promising 
tool to estimate the real capacities of  at-risk children and to make better distinguishes 
between children with learning disorders and children having learning delays (as 
a consequence of  their learning environments and former learning experiences). 
Dynamic tests fit into these requirements of  psychometric characteristics. Therefore, 
the focus of  this article is rather on dynamic testing as on the more clinical assessment 
approaches. More precisely, only dynamic tests with short term learning phases are used 
for this review, in order to make a clear distinction between tests that try to measure 
learning capacity as opposed to tests that try to change capacity. Consequently, in this 
article, the term dynamic assessment refers to a dynamic procedure with a standardised 
approach in which a short term learning phase is included in testing.    
Aim of  the present review
Currently, articles about dynamic assessment merely focus on comparisons to 
traditional (static) measures or on psychometric characteristics. Since one of  the aims 
of  dynamic assessment is to optimize learning, the purpose of  this review is to focus at 
the dynamic part in dynamic assessment and to examine what has been written about 
the consequential validity of  dynamic tests. It is of  added value to investigate what the 
consequences of  dynamic assessment are for practice. Over time, quite a few dynamic 
assessment procedures have been developed. In order to clarify what makes dynamic 
assessment ‘dynamic’, the learning phases of  dynamic assessment procedures will be 
scrutinized. The learning phases in these procedures differ latently and manifestly. The 
differences will be revealed due to a screening of  the presence of  cognitive, metacognitive 
or motivational strategies (Dina & Efklides, 2009; Wigfield, Byrnes, & Eccles, 2006) 
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as a goal of  the examiner’s activities during the learning phase. In other words, the 
focus is on the activities the examiner carries out and whether these are more cognitive, 
regulative or affective oriented. Cognitive strategies are strategies that the student 
applies to process information, e.g., relating, structuralizing, analysing, memorizing 
and applying. Metacognitive strategies are strategies to regulate learning processes, 
like planning, evaluating, adjusting, diagnosing, reflecting. Whereas motivational 
strategies are more affective oriented, like adjustment of  attributions, values, emotions, 
expectations and concentration. A further elaboration on these strategies can be found 
in the classification schemes of  Vermunt (1996).
Moreover, the outcomes of  different dynamic instruments will be investigated to 
unravel the value of  dynamic assessment for construction of  interventions that might 
follow the assessment. In this way the consequential validity of  each instrument will be 
emphasised. 
Over years, several dynamic assessment procedures have been developed for higher 
education (e.g., Antón, 2009; Meijer & Elshout, 2001; Nirmalakhandan, 2009). In 
these assessment procedures the focus is more on career or professional perspectives 
than on the optimization of  development of  young individuals. This review, however, 
aims at more insight around the construction of  adequate classroom interventions for 
children with some kind of  special needs, since these will contribute to the optimization 
of  development of  children. Moreover, in order to optimize a child’s development (or in 
other words, to adapt the curriculum as best as possible to the child’s learning needs), an 
early recognition of  a child’s learning difficulties is necessary. An early evaluation of  a 
child’s learning weaknesses and strengths is a prerequisite to provide early intervention, 
which, in turn, paves the way for optimal development. Therefore, this review will only 
include dynamic tests estimating the ability, capacity or potential to learn of  children 
in regular primary (inclusive) educational settings and the transition to secondary or 
middle schools. Hence, studies carried out in grades one to eight in regular education 




The literature review consisted of  an extensive computer search. For this purpose the 
database of  Web of  Science was used. This database includes the Science Citation 
Index Expanded (SCIE), the Arts and Humanities Citation Index (A&HCI) and Social 
Sciences Citation Index (SSCI). The use of  this database implies that the references 
found are from articles that are published in international peer reviewed scientific 
journals. References from 1995 until 2011 have been included.  
In order to capture as many relevant references as possible, a ‘search model’ had been 
developed. The model tries to combine several keywords into three categories which 
were regarded as most valuable to find literature about dynamic assessment. The three 
categories were the following: potential, dynamic, ability/capacity. The category potential 
enclosed the keywords ‘learning potential’ and ‘students’ potential’. 245 Articles had 
been found with these keywords. The second category dynamic comprised the keywords 
‘dynamic assessment’; ‘dynamic test’; ‘dynamic tests’; ‘dynamic testing’. This resulted 
in 2828 articles. The category ability/capacity enclosed the keywords ‘cognitive abilities’; 
‘ability testing’; ‘ability test(s)’; ‘ability to learn’; ‘capacity testing’. This third category 
had been used only in combination with one of  the two other categories to narrow 
down the number of  hits in the database. For example, the keyword ‘cognitive abilities’ 
was combined with ‘dynamic’ in a first search, and in a second search combined with 
‘potential’. A total of  574 articles were found using these combinations.  
The search strategy resulted in a total of  3420 articles after having deleted overlapping 
articles between (and within) the different categories. The list of  3420 references was 
screened on relevance to the field of  learning and development. Subsequently, the total 
number of  articles was reduced since they did not meet the inclusion criteria for the 
review study. In line with the previous section, the following inclusion criteria were 
formulated:
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1. The article fully describes an empirical study focusing at a dynamic testing  
 procedure to assess cognitive abilities.
2. The dynamic testing procedure described in the article is standardised and  
 includes a short term learning phase.
3. The study focuses on children aged 6 to 14 years (in the case of  special   
 education a division has been made based on the average curriculum taught  
 that fits these ages).
4. The study has been carried out in regular primary or special needs education. 
The greatest exclusion of  articles was caused by the first criterion, since a large part of  
the articles found did not describe a procedure to assess cognitive abilities. Moreover, 
some references were excluded since they were not full articles, such as book reviews, 
comments, or abstracts for presentation at an international conference (45) or were 
not written in English (18). Finally, two references were untraceable: the articles could 
neither be retrieved from the internet, nor available at any of  the university libraries in 
The Netherlands, nor after contact with the main author. The number of  articles that 
has been used for the literature review is 31.
Results
Tables 1 and 2 present an overview of  the results following the literature review. Table 
1 summarizes the empirical studies according to the instruments being used and their 
psychometric properties (if  described). Table 2 zooms in on the dynamic tests that have 
been used in the studies. The aim of  table 2 is to reveal differences and similarities 
between the dynamic tests with respect to their learning phases.
It is emphasized, though, that psychometric properties described below should be 
considered critically. According to the authors, some methodological errors exist. 
Reliability measures, for example, vary between Cronbach’s alpha or interrater 
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agreements, and some studies use test-retest reliability. The latter form does, however, not refer 
to reliability in this context, but rather to a measure for construct validity of  the dynamic test. 
After all, test-retest reliability can be seen as a measure for stability, which is not in accordance 
with the basis of  dynamic testing. 
As can be seen in table 1, slightly more than half  (18 of  31) of  the studies enclosed in the review 
have been carried out in North-America (USA/Canada), the remaining in Europe, Israel or 
Africa. In line with our inclusion criteria, dynamic assessment procedures described were mostly 
developed for children in grade 1-8, but the age ranged 4,5 years to 78,6. Some articles report 
studies that have been carried out in special education. In these studies the mean chronological 
age goes beyond the age of  our interest, however, the average curriculum taught or tested fits our 
criterion age range. Roughly half  of  the articles found (18 of  31) describe studies with a sample 
size larger than or equal to 100.
Test procedures differed from train-within-test format to (pre-test –) training – post-test format. 
Overall, reliability, as mentioned in the method section as well as in results section in the articles, 
of  the instruments was satisfactory, but a huge variation in reliability coefficients was encountered. 
The internal consistencies ranged from α .37 to .98, test-retest or pre-test – post-test reliabilities 
from .54 to .72 and interrater agreements from .64 – 1.00. Validity measures include different 
values and calculations, as is shown in table 1. Predictive validity (if  indicated in the articles) was 
of  particular interest, since this form of  validity matches one of  the reasons to do an assessment 
in educational settings; namely to provide an estimation or prediction of  students’ future 
learning outcomes. Therefore, a division was made of  predictive validity based on comparisons 
of  dynamic assessment scores with either school achievement test or static intelligence test 
(IQ) scores. The correlations with school achievement test scores varied from .11 to .71, and 
described explained variances from 1% to 54%. One study showed an explained variance 
of  40% in reading growth. Three studies demonstrate 4%, 25% and 40% explained variance 
on top of  IQ. The range of  correlations with IQ tests varies from -.18 to .74. However, using an 
interpretation of  the correlation between IQ and DA measure solely is too simplistic. A criterion 
measure is needed to be able to estimate the predictive validity. 










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































With regard to consequential validity of  dynamic assessment procedures included in the 
review, it is of  importance to investigate the possible consequences of  these testing procedures 
in practice. During analysis of  articles this was reflected by the extent to which the outcomes 
of  dynamic assessment procedures were made explicit for practice. Indeed, the procedures 
differed in their extent of  explicit information for practice. There were three categories in 
which the dynamic assessment procedures appeared to be divided. It is highlighted to what 
extent proximal consequential validity (raw or self-evident scores) and distal consequential 
validity (explicit information for practice) occur in assessment procedures in each of  these 
categories.
Raw or standardised scores. Dynamic assessment procedures that result in a raw or 
standardised score have a minimal form of  consequential validity. Although the LPCAT 
(De Beer, 2010a) provides an indication of  the education level of  the examinee compared 
to national education levels (De Beer, 2010b), the test does not result in explicit clues for the 
development of  an intervention. Even so, in the studies with the LEM (Hamers et al., 1996), 
the NNAT/DA (Lidz & Marcine, 2001), and the study of  Dolores-Calero et al. (2011), the test 
scores are norm referenced, but what these scores are made of  is not indicated in this article 
and thus, it is unclear whether the scores provide indications for practice. Other dynamic 
assessment instruments (Jeltova et al., 2011; Tiekstra et al., 2009; Tzuriel & Kaufman, 1999; 
Tzuriel, 2000; Viljoen et al., 2007) result in raw scores. Lauchlan and Elliott (2001) describe 
a study that investigated the extent to which scores of  the CATM could predict the learning 
progress of  children following a cognitive intervention program. Although this indicates 
some potential for distal consequential validity, the CATM scores, however, were only raw 
scores similar to the version applied in study of  Tzuriel and Kaufman (1999) mentioned 
before. 
Since a learning opportunity is provided during the abovementioned procedures, the 
proximal consequential validity is warranted. The outcomes are represented by a number, 
and this number should be appropriate for predicting future learning outcomes. However, 
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no explicit information about the learning processes is reflected in this number. The gap 
between diagnosis and intervention will be apparent after administration of  these tests. To 
conclude, the distal consequential validity is not guaranteed according to these test outcomes. 
Raw scores + indication of  level of  help needed. Several dynamic assessment 
procedures resulted in an indication of  the level of  support needed in addition to raw 
scores. Some of  the procedures still result in an isolated number, which needs to be 
interpreted in a specific manner. Compton et al. (2010) and Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, 
Bouton et al. (2011), for instance, demonstrated that a dynamic assessment procedure 
on pseudo words could forecast a child’s responsiveness to intervention: the procedure 
provides a score which indicates the instructional scaffolding level needed which 
could link assessment to educational practices, nonetheless implicitly. In the studies of  
Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, Hollenbeck et al. (2008, 2011) , and Larsen & Nippold (2007) 
administration of  scores is done in a similar way. Minimum and maximum scores are 
composed of  points for items solved correctly, reduced (or increased) by the number 
of  hints needed. The tests of  Sternberg et al. (2002) and Elleman et al. (2011) result in 
raw scores combined with the number of  errors made or the number of  hints required 
during training. This can be seen as a slightly more advanced form of  proximal 
consequential validity than the previous category, but still, distal consequential validity 
is not warranted. No explicit clues for practice could be detected in these procedures. 
This also holds for the instruments that result in multiple scores, like the S-CPT 
(Swanson, 1995a, 1995b, 2011; Swanson & Howard, 2005), the dynamic administration 
of  the Rey-Osterrieth Complex Figure Test (Kirkwood et al., 2001), and the adapted 
version of  the Seria-Think Instrument (Resing et al., 2009).  In the latter, though, 
an estimation was made of  the level of  strategies used (least sophisticated strategy to 
advanced strategy) in addition to the raw scores. The link to instruction or intervention 
after the test is not made explicitly, and the estimation of  the child’s competences is 




Other procedures slightly touched distal consequential validity, since these added 
qualitative information to the raw scores. Gummersall and Strong (1999) tested a 
dynamic procedure for narrative skill assessment. After completion of  this assessment 
not only static scores are presented, but the qualitative interpretation of  errors (audio 
taped) provides useful individualized clues for intervention. Similarly, next to raw scores, 
Peltenburg et al. (2009, 2010) add qualitative information about strategy use based 
on video observations which were made during the assessment procedure. How this 
qualitative information is given back to the educational psychologists in order to set up 
an IEP remains, however, unclear. Therefore, these instruments only slightly address 
distal consequential validity.  
Level of  mediation needed / need of  support. Some dynamic assessment 
procedures did not result in raw scores at all. These procedures have been grouped 
in this third category. Initially, one would think that this category provides the most 
advanced form of  consequential validity since scores only reflect the level of  help 
needed. It appeared, however, that these procedures also never explicitly mentioned 
clues for practice. For example, the instruments of  Fabio (2005), Gillam et al. (2011), 
Jitendra and Kameenui (1996), and Katz et al. (2007) resulted in scores composed of  
number of  prompts needed during testing. The scores as such do not provide information 
for designing interventions. A qualitative analysis of  the probes used by each child, 
however, can, since the standardised probes depended on the errors made. In this way 
the scores provide more information for interventions than the outcomes of  dynamic 
assessment procedures mentioned previously, although information remains implicit. 
Scores that provide more explicit information for practice can be found in the study of  
Kanevsky and Geake (2004). They investigated the interactions during testing: concrete, 
cognitive or metacognitive instruction by examiner and content-related or spontaneous 
(prompting) responses of  student. The outcomes of  the dynamic procedure indicate the 
need of  support, composed of  the total number of  hints, time needed to complete the 
tasks, and added by qualitative observations. 
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To unravel the possibility of  distal consequential validity of  dynamic assessment 
procedures more into detail, learning phases should be scrutinized. Since the learning 
phase enhances a teaching component, which could provide valuable information for 
future classroom or intervention actions, the next paragraph describes the learning 
phases of  each instrument (29 in total).
Learning phase
Table 2 shows differences and similarities between the dynamic tests with respect to their 
learning phases. Dynamic assessment procedures cover general or specific domains. 
Half  of  the tests try to assess the general ability of  the child, the other half  abilities in 
specific domains as reading or mathematics. The HART (Tiekstra et al., 2009) and the 
DA inference generation (Jeltova et al., 2011) are the only instruments that have been 
group administered, including a group wise training. Although, the LPCAT (De Beer, 
2010a) and the test of  Peltenburg et al. (2009, 2010) can be administered in groups too, 
since these are computerized tests.
Furthermore, it is of  importance to scrutinize the learning phases of  each dynamic 
assessment procedure in order to investigate the potential consequential validity 
for practice. Table 2 zooms in at the different learning phases with regard to their 
manifestations and contents. Overall, one could state that a reasonable amount of  
instruments use the ‘graduated prompts’ approach. According to Resing et al. (2009) 
this implies a standardised training procedure in which prompts are prescribed and 
hierarchically ordered. The latter makes the testing procedure adaptive, since the 
examiner does not provide more hints or prompts when the child has found the right 
answer. Other learning phases are composed of  extra practice, extra instruction on 
failed items or on strategies and skills required to solve the tasks. During some of  the 
learning phases general feedback is given.  
In order to scrutinize the learning phases more carefully, their content, i.e., the aims of  
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and motivational content has been made. The majority of  tests contains a learning 
phase in which the examiner’s activities are oriented towards cognitive strategies only. 
In a few instruments, metacognitive strategies are applied next to cognitive strategies. 
These are, for example, activities explicitly aimed at planning behaviour or evaluating 
one’s own activities and not primarily focused on the solution of  task. 
In the instruments CATM and Seria-Think (Lauchlan & Elliott, 2001; Tzuriel & 
Kaufman, 1999; Tzuriel, 2000) a preliminary phase is included to familiarize the child 
with the testing procedure and to observe potential difficulties (Tzuriel, 2000). Lauchlan 
and Elliott (2001) report that the examiner addresses cognitive and affective factors 
during the learning phase of  the CATM. In the article of  Tzuriel (2000) about the Seria-
Think Instrument it is mentioned explicitly that during mediation (learning phase) the 
examiner gives feedback in order to assure the child’s feeling about competence, even 
if  the answer is not correct. This can be interpreted as an affective, or motivational, 
strategy of  the examiner. The remaining instruments do not describe motivational 
factors other than some encouragements (e.g., Jeltova et al., 2011) which are not 
equivalent to motivational factors as described in the introduction.
It must be mentioned, though, that these results are based on rather vague and implicit 
information, in such way that most of  the studies do not describe the metacognitive 
or motivational aspects explicitly. Mostly, only cognitive aspects were mentioned 
unambiguously. 
Discussion
In an attempt to bridge the gap between diagnosis and intervention, which is nowadays 
a reasonable quest in educational practice, this study examined the contribution of  
dynamic assessment to this issue. Dynamic assessment is meant to be a promising tool 
for estimating capacities of  at-risk children and for distinguishing appropriately between 
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children with learning disorders and children having learning delays (as a consequence of  
their learning environments and former learning experiences). To date this is still one of  the 
challenges of  educational practice. In spite of  the advantages of  dynamic testing procedures 
they are, still, too rarely employed in practice due to the robustness (in research as well as in 
practice) of  traditional intelligence tests. However, a lot of  dynamic assessment procedures 
have been developed, demonstrating valuable psychometric properties and proving to be of  
added value in the assessment of  capacities of  at-risk children compared to static intelligence 
measures. Overall, they show a high predictive validity, and four studies (Elleman et al., 
2011; Swanson, 2011; Swanson & Howard, 2005; Tiekstra et al., 2009) even demonstrate 
significant added predictive validity on top of  IQ. 
Over the last two years the contribution of  articles about dynamic assessment to scientific 
journals has been increasing: more than one-third of  the articles found for this review was 
published in 2010 and 2011. This trend also sustains in 2013, but was beyond the scope of  
this article. The increased interest in dynamic assessment makes the necessity for review 
studies on this subject evident. 
Since dynamic assessment implies a teaching component during testing, the question 
arose whether these dynamic assessment procedures provide valuable information for the 
construction of  interventions following the test, and could, thus, bridge the gap between 
diagnosis and intervention. The outcomes of  29 dynamic instruments were examined with 
regard to their consequential validity and presented at a continuous range, diverging from 
proximal consequential validity to distal consequential validity. This means that outcomes 
vary from only raw scores to more qualitative information. Although one could state that 
qualitative observations during testing do provide a lot of  information for intervention, it 
appeared that none of  the instruments resulted in explicit clues for practice. Next to raw 
or standardised scores, there are tests that provide an indication of  the level of  help the 
child needs. This can be seen as a more advanced type of  consequential validity, since it 
provides more information about the capacities of  the child. Nevertheless, explicit clues 
for practice are still unknown.
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This outcome of  the review study underlines the fact that, although dynamic 
assessment procedures have potential, these procedures do not contribute to bridging 
the gap between diagnosis and intervention in their current formats. The remaining 
quest for bridging effects of  dynamic assessment was also highlighted by Haywood 
(2012). Dynamic assessment procedures that result in raw scores only do contribute 
to proximal consequential validity, since an opportunity to learn is provided during 
testing. However, in these cases, the tests will particularly be used to better estimate 
learning capacities as opposed to traditional intelligence tests, and not as indicative 
for the design of  interventions or adaptations in the instructional process afterwards. 
Hence, distal consequential validity is not warranted in current dynamic assessment 
procedures. It should be mentioned, though, that it is likely that some of  the articles 
describe instruments that have been developed for research purposes only, and not (yet) 
for psycho-educational practices. And, thus, do not describe consequences for practice 
explicitly. This aspect could have caused some biased results.
Despite the present absence of  distal consequential validity in procedures, attempts to 
bridging effects are being made sporadically resulting in some qualitative information 
for practice. However, the move to fully distal consequential valid procedures would not 
be too far, and is actually near. The teaching component during testing provides the 
opportunity to carefully administering the actions that have been taken during learning 
phases. The analysis of  actions of  both examiner and examinee could be divided in, for 
example, different categories (i.e., cognitive, metacognitive, and motivational). By explicitly 
mentioning these actions during the test administration, outcomes will provide information 
for practice. Outcomes of  the testing procedures, then, not only indicate a score of  learning 
potential (or raw score), but also enhance systematic cues for setting up IEPs. 
Therefore, in addition to outcomes, learning phases of  each dynamic assessment procedure 
have been scrutinized in this review. The content, i.e., the aims of  examiner’s activities, 
has been divided in cognitive, metacognitive and motivational strategies. Unfortunately, it 
turned out that this information was barely explicitly mentioned in the articles. Nonetheless, 
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a striking conclusion can be made: most of  the tests apply cognitive and/or metacognitive 
strategies during the learning phase, but motivational factors never played a major role 
explicitly. As has been noted before by Borkowski, Carothers, Howard, Schatz, and Farris 
(2007), self-regulation strategies should be integrated in dynamic assessment. This review 
shows that progress still has to be made in this area. Only recently, Teo and Roodenburg 
(2013) demonstrated the additive effects of  including self-regulation strategies during an 
assessment procedure.  Moreover, in some dynamic tests general feedback is given (De Beer, 
2010a; Gillam et al., 2011; Gummersall & Strong, 1999; Hamers et al., 1996; Jeltova et 
al., 2011; Sternberg et al., 2002; Tzuriel, 2000), but the kind and type of  feedback is not 
adequately mentioned or registered. The extent to which examinees benefit from feedback 
is an important factor in dynamic assessment. Woide, Beckmann, Elliott and Guthke (2005) 
demonstrated that motivational, affective and non-intellective factors influence the effects 
of  feedback and that feedback increases the capacity to evaluate oneself. Although one of  
the promising aspects of  dynamic assessment approaches is the attention for non-intellective 
factors (Lidz & Macrine, 2001), this study demonstrated that there is no explicit focus on 
these factors during learning phases. This is an interesting finding, since it is generally known 
that motivational factors interact with the learning process (e.g., Ryba, 1998) and test results 
(Meijer, 2001). Moreover, one of  the groundings of  dynamic assessment is that during 
testing social interaction takes place in order to provide a more motivating testing 
situation, which is less biased to e.g. test anxiety.
These aspects should, thus, play a role during learning phases. The type of  feedback 
that has been given should be made explicit in the test result which will provide useful 
information for the instructional design in the classroom or for the design of  individualized 
interventions. Motivating strategies of  the examiner, like effort stimulation or explicit 
feedback on the performance of  the task, have been demonstrated to result in different 
impacts on aspects of  learning, such as task interest and self-efficacy respectively (Perry, 
Turner, & Meyer, 2006; Prince, Minnaert, & Opdenakker, 2014)
A REVIEW SCRUTINISING THE CONSEQUENTIAL VALIDITY OF DYNAMIC ASSESSMENT
53
2
These suggestions also underline the interdependency of  cognitive, metacognitive 
and motivational strategies during learning processes. These aspects are indispensably 
related to each other, and thus, each of  these aspects should play a prominent role 
during test administration, and, consequentially in the test result. Only in this way, 
an ecologically valid contribution to the consequential validity of  dynamic assessment 
procedures can be made. 
Of  course, this relates to questions about the test duration, domain specificity and 
age group of  the tests. Each of  these variables has its implications for the question 
of  consequential validity. However, the overall lack of  motivational components and 
explicitness of  learning phases, underlines the importance of  qualitative reports about 
the interplay between examiner and examinee during test administration, in addition to 
raw scores if  applicable. This implies that examiners should be reflective by nature on 
both their own activities and the activities of  the examinee.    
There are, however, some important limitations while interpreting the outcomes of  this 
review. Firstly, the literature search has been carried out in a database (Web of  Science) 
which only includes peer reviewed journal articles. Consequently, articles which have 
been published in non SSCI journals are not warranted, as well as book chapters and 
dissertations. This implies a certain restriction to the scope of  articles included in this 
review. 
Secondly, there is no consensus about the definition of  dynamic assessment in the 
field. Moreover, different approaches exist (standardised vs. clinical), which may cause 
confusion in research as well as in practice. Next to the robustness of  traditional tests, 
this could contribute to the suppression of  dynamic procedures in practice. Therefore 
it is suggested to use clear distinctions between dynamic assessment and intervention 
(see also Hessels-Schlatter & Hessels, 2009). In addition to these authors, we would like 
to maintain these distinctions to promote a clearer concept of  dynamic assessment. 
Subsequently, in this article, the term dynamic assessment has been defined as a 
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dynamic procedure with a standardised approach in which a learning phase is included 
in testing. This form of  dynamic assessment is comparable to static testing. To our 
opinion, dynamic assessment does not contain an intervention phase expanded to 
multiple sessions during several weeks. In the latter, one is testing the effectiveness of  an 
intervention, instead of  making an evaluation of  a child’s capacities.
Conclusion
To conclude, dynamic assessment remains a promising tool to bridge the gap between 
diagnosis and intervention, but there is still room for improvement. Due to a learning phase 
included during the testing procedure, qualitative information can be revealed. This, in turn, 
provides an estimation and evaluation of  the types of  information that are essential to the 
child in order to complete a task. Eventually, this could contribute to the development of  an 
adaptive intervention, which will provoke better learning results of  the child. 
Implications for practice. In order to establish this, however, the focus on consequences of  
assessment for educational practice should hold a more prominent place in the development 
of  dynamic assessment procedures in future. There is a need for more explicitness of  learning 
phases and types of  feedback, in order to construct student-tailored interventions. Moreover, 
motivational factors should be highlighted during learning phases. Students encountering 
learning difficulties generally have experienced a lot of  negative emotions and failure, and 
dynamic assessment procedures are the more promising if  they could anticipate on these 
factors pre-eminently. If  the learning phase is administered and documented carefully, the 
consequential validity will be more warranted, resulting in explicit clues for practice. 
Additionally, the authors would like to make a plea for a more prominent place of  
consequential validity in test evaluation reports. When evaluating the quality of  tests, it is 
important to focus on consequences for practice, next to internal validity criteria. 
A REVIEW SCRUTINISING THE CONSEQUENTIAL VALIDITY OF DYNAMIC ASSESSMENT
55
2
From a researcher’s point of  view, future research should focus on the bridging effect of  
dynamic assessment procedures to intervention practices. This could be done, e.g., by 
analysing qualitative (video) observations and focusing on motivational components during 
assessment procedures and consequences for educational practice. While investigating the 
distal consequential validity of  dynamic assessment procedures, research contributes to 
practice, which is an important aim of  science. 
If  the gap between diagnosis and intervention can be bridged, the quality of  psycho-
educational practices will be elevated. Since a careful administration of  the learning 
phase provides useful information for interventions or instructional processes in the 
classroom, professional actions will be more grounded on empirical results. Educational 
psychologists play a prominent role in this process, being the core communicator 
between test result and interventions. If  tests provide helpful clues, next to raw scores, 
the quality of  interventions and instructions will increase. Only in this way the learning 
outcomes of  students will be optimized.
“You can never solve a 
problem with the same kind 
of  thinking that created the 
problem in the first place” 
(A. Einstein)
